Aggression in intimate relationships is pervasive, has been implicated in personal distress, and yet may not be perceived as harmful. Two studies (cross-sectional, longitudinal) examined whether being the target of psychologically aggressive behavior by a partner is uniquely associated with personal distress, beyond the effects of general couple functioning, perpetrating aggression, or experiencing physical aggression. New instances of psychological aggression by a partner predicted increases in personal distress. Study 2 also examined participants' perceptions of what causes them stress. Although psychological aggression by a partner predicted personal distress, participants did not perceive their relationship as a source of stress. This suggests a pattern of "invisible harm" in which individuals victimized by psychological aggression may not recognize the harm they are experiencing.
Intimate romantic relationships influence daily and long-term well-being (Diener, Gohm, Suh, & Oishi, 2000) . Although relationship partners can help each other thrive (Feeney & Collins, 2015) , they also can be the source of considerable personal distress (Holt-Lunstad, Smith, & Layton, 2010) and can become physically violent (Johnson, 2006) . The negative personal consequences of physical violence have been well-documented (e.g., Makepeace, 1986) . A growing body of research, however, has examined the consequences of non-physical aggression, including a partner's verbal denigration and intimidation (e.g., put downs, insults, being overly sarcastic), having a possessive or controlling partner (e.g., forbidding interactions with others), and a partner's use of threats (e.g., breaking objects to intimidate, threatening physical harm), all of which are components of what is commonly labeled psychological partner aggression (e.g., Taft, Murphy, King, Dedeyn, & Musser, 2005) . Although psychological aggression predicts personal distress when it occurs in violent relationships (Arias & Pape, 1999; Basile, Arias, Desai, & Thompson, 2004) , less is known about the effects of psychological aggression in typical relationships, as assessed in non-clinical samples. The current research examined whether relatively common and typical acts of psychological aggression by a partner predict personal distress. We suggest that psychological aggression by a relationship partner predicts personal harm, but may not necessarily be perceived as harmful.
Psychologically aggressive and similarly non-physical acts can have negative personal consequences in many interpersonal contexts, as when peers engage in bullying behavior or relational aggression (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Knack, Jensen-Campbell, & Baum, 2011; Warren, Richardson, & McQuillin, 2011) , or when coworkers engage in workplace aggression (Hershcovis et al., 2007) . Aggressive acts, however, take on special meaning when they are perpetrated by a relationship partner. When partners become aggressive, they undermine a bond that is presumed to protect against harm from the outside world; people let down their guard in relationships, and become vulnerable as they yearn to feel worthy and loved (Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006; Reis & Patrick, 1996) . Psychological aggression by a partner violates these relational expectations and instead elicits feelings of unworthiness and fear (Follingstad, Rutledge, Berg, Hause, & Polek, 1990) .
The current research combined concurrent and longitudinal studies to address several aims. One aim was to determine whether psychological aggression predicts personal distress 594123P SPXXX10.1177/0146167215594123Personality and Social Psychology BulletinArriaga and Schkeryantz
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1 Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, USA 2 University of Massachusetts-Boston, USA in typical dating relationships, as sampled among college students. This is important because psychological partner aggression is extremely common in such relationships, with recent incidence rates of more than 80% in college and nonclinical samples (e.g., Cercone, Beach, & Arias, 2005; Hines & Saudino, 2003; Lawrence, Yoon, Langer, & Ro, 2009; Taft et al., 2006) . A second aim was to determine whether individuals who report more partner aggression are aware of its effects, which has not been examined in research on aggression and distress. People may fail to notice the negative effects of partner aggression because such behavior is common and therefore perceived to be normative. People also downplay partner aggression when they are motivated to remain with their partner (Arriaga, 2002) . A third aim was to determine whether partner aggression predicts personal distress beyond the effect of other causes of distress that have not been examined systematically in previous research, such as controlling for own partner aggression, physical aggression, or having a poorly functioning relationship.
Partner Aggression and Personal Distress
Several theories examine the interpersonal, social, or evolutionary functions of using aggression in intimate relationships. For example, social interaction theory (Tedeschi, 2001) posits that people enact threats and harmful behavior to achieve interpersonal goals, as when they aim to control others, restore a sense of justice, or establish and maintain a particular social identity. Moreover, gendered patterns, such as male violence against female partners, may have evolutionary functions; men may become violent as a tactic to ensure proprietary sexual access to their mate (M. T. Wilson & Daly, 1996) . Specific causes of partner aggression also may include patriarchal values (Johnson, 2006) or the combined effects of individual tendencies and immediate social or psychological factors (Finkel et al., 2012 ; see also Anderson & Bushman, 2002) . These theories focus on when and why partner aggression occurs, which can range from common and normative aggressive tactics (e.g., parents punishing a child's misbehavior) to violent behavior (e.g., wife killings).
It is equally important to identify the effect of receiving aggression once it occurs, which is the focus of the current research. Not surprisingly, being the target of intimate partner violence has been associated with physical injuries and psychological distress, including post-traumatic distress, depression, anxiety, and somatic symptoms (see Follingstad, 2009, for a review) . Surprisingly, there is growing evidence that psychological aggression is more strongly related to psychological distress than is physical aggression (Arias & Pape, 1999; Basile et al., 2004; Dutton, Goodman, & Bennett, 1999; Taft et al., 2005) . For example, women in physically violent relationships have reported greater difficulty recovering from repeated acts of humiliation than from acts of physical aggression (Follingstad et al., 1990) . This is surprising because despite its negative effects, psychological aggression often is not acknowledged or perceived as being more harmful than physical aggression (Capezza & Arriaga, 2008) .
Why might psychological aggression predict personal distress? Existing research underscores the lingering harm of psychologically painful experiences. It may be particularly difficult to recover from psychological attacks because people relive past socially painful events more than they relive past physically painful events (Chen, Williams, Fitness, & Newton, 2008) . Moreover, the peer literature on non-physical forms of aggression has revealed that adolescents have compromised health when their peers victimize them (Knack et al., 2011) .
The effects of psychological aggression may not merely be attributed to conflict and dysfunctional relationship patterns, which have been shown to predict personal distress (Beach, Sandeen, & O'Leary, 1990; Whisman & Bruce, 1999) . Psychological aggression may uniquely cause distress because it undermines feeling worthy, safe, and supported, all of which are key functions that relationship partners are expected to satisfy (Feeney & Collins, 2015; Finkel, Hui, Carswell, & Larson, 2014) . Just as being ostracized by a relationship partner is more painful than being ostracized by strangers (Arriaga, Capezza, Reed, Wesselmann, & Williams, 2014) , being belittled by a relationship partner is likely to be particularly painful. People who experience sustained psychological aggression by a partner are at greater risk of becoming psychologically distressed (Follingstad, 2009) .
Less is known, however, about the effects of experiencing less terrorizing and non-physical forms of aggression (e.g., Lawrence et al., 2009; Taft et al., 2006) , which points to a different context than one of severe violence (Johnson, 2006) . The current research focused on the link between psychological aggression and personal distress in more common "every day" romantic relationships. Long-term couples eventually confront an issue that causes one or both of them to engage in psychological aggression, such as insulting or even humiliating one another, and in many relationships partners can become controlling or use threats. The eventuality of psychological aggression is supported by the high rates observed in dating relationships (Cercone et al., 2005; Hines & Saudino, 2003; White & Koss, 1991) .
The current research addresses several gaps in understanding whether common psychological aggression by a partner predicts psychological distress. One gap concerns demonstrating an increase in personal distress following an aggressive episode. Experimental designs provide a basis for testing causal associations but are problematic in this context; evoking a sufficiently strong experience of partner aggression to resemble actual occurrences would raise ethical concerns and would likely lack experimental realism in many relationships. Longitudinal designs, as used in Study 2, can establish key temporal associations, indicating whether new instances of partner aggression predict increases in personal distress. Most studies do not adopt longitudinal designs (for an exception, see Lawrence et al., 2009 ).
Another gap concerns the need for more research that controls for other potential causes of distress. Many studies fail to control for one's own aggressive behavior, which is highly correlated with a partner's aggressive behavior (e.g., Moffitt et al., 1997) . Our aim was to unconfound psychological victimization and perpetration to isolate the unique association of victimization with distress, although it is possible that psychological perpetration may predict distress (Seltzer & Kalmuss, 1988) . Some studies control for own aggression but not for general level of couple functioning, which is diminished in aggressive couples (Panuzio & DiLillo, 2010) . It is important to determine whether greater psychological distress is resulting from partner aggression per se, or from diminished couple functioning in general. People may behave in ways that cause their partner to feel personally distressed but do not comprise aggression (Beach et al., 1990; Proulx, Helms, & Buehler, 2007; Whisman & Bruce, 1999) , such as when a person betrays a partner, is unfaithful, or is unsupportive when a partner is in need of support.
None of the existing studies on experiencing common dating aggression and distress combine these key study characteristics (i.e., establishing the temporal association between aggression and distress, controlling for key variables). The current research aimed to fill these gaps. We expected that being the target of psychological aggression by a partner would be uniquely distressing, beyond having a poorly functioning relationship or being aggressive toward a partner (Hypothesis 1).
Invisible Harm
The current research also addressed a key question regarding awareness of distress: If individuals reveal increased levels of distress after a partner becomes psychologically aggressive, do they perceive that their relationship is a source of distress? Common sense might suggest that targets of psychological aggression perceive their relationship as a source of stress. Theory and research, however, suggests otherwise.
Individuals often have limited insight into their psychological states (see T. D. Wilson & Dunn, 2004 , for a review). In relationships, individuals may fail to acknowledge harmful partner behavior when they are committed to continuing their relationship. Aggressive behavior in relationships often is perceived as being less harmful than it actually is, particularly among individuals who are highly committed-for example, by reinterpreting violent acts as a partner's way of "joking around" (Arriaga, 2002) or lacking awareness of unhappiness associated with partner aggression (Arriaga, Capezza, Goodfriend, Rayl, & Sands, 2013) . Individuals may fail to acknowledge harm from psychological aggression in particular: Unlike physical aggression, psychological aggression does not leave physical indicators of harm, which may cause people to underestimate its severity (Capezza & Arriaga, 2008) . To the extent that individuals experiencing psychological aggression do not acknowledge their relationship as a source of stress, the harmful effects of psychological aggression become invisible.
Young adults in dating relationships (e.g., college students) may be particularly vulnerable to such invisible harm. They have fewer barriers to ending their relationship than do married couples (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998) . If their relationship persists after it becomes aggressive, they may justify the decision to persist by denying any harm from such aggression (see Arriaga & Capezza, 2011 , for a review). We expected (Hypothesis 2) that individuals who experience psychological aggression generally would not identify their relationship as a source of stress, and committed individuals especially may be inclined to deny that there is a problem; we reasoned, however, that relatively less committed individuals might be more likely to identify their relationship as a source of stress.
Current Research
Two studies were conducted to test the prediction that being the victim of increased psychological partner aggression is uniquely associated with greater personal distress, above and beyond the effects of physical aggression, one's own aggression, and more general perceptions of couple functioning (Hypothesis 1). Study 1 used a cross-sectional design to provide an initial test of the unique association of psychological aggression. Study 2 used a longitudinal design to establish a temporal association between new occurrences of aggression and subsequent distress. Study 2 also examined the association of psychological partner aggression with perceiving a relationship as stressful (Hypothesis 2).
Study 1

Method
Design and participants. Participants were university students who received course credit for their participation and were eligible if they were currently in a romantic relationship. The sample was comprised of N = 191 individuals (52% women) who did not fabricate their responses (asked at the end of the survey), did not have missing data, and reported experiencing at least one instance of aggression in their current relationship (measure described below). They were 20 years old on average (SD = 1.70) and primarily White/European (70%; 14% Asian/Asian American, 5% African American, 7% Hispanic/Latino, and 4% Other).
The sample exhibited typical relationship characteristics and rates of aggression among U.S. college students (e.g., Cercone et al., 2005) . A majority of participants were in an exclusive relationship (94%) of 9 months in duration on average (SD = 6.5). Most reported having experienced nonphysical partner aggression in their current relationship (69%).
Procedure. Participants attended an on-campus lab session in groups of 30 or less. They were seated at individual computers separated by cubicles, wall dividers, or at least 6 feet apart. An experimenter greeted participants, described the study, worked through consent procedures, and then instructed participants Note. Aggression variables were based on summing reported frequencies of specific aggressive acts; raw scores are presented above, whereas logtransformed scores were used in all analyses. Studies 1 and 2 at Time 1 included more items tapping aggression than did Study 2 at Times 2 to 6, which accounts for the lower frequencies at Times 2 to 6. The response scales ranged from 1 to 6 for couple functioning, 1 to 5 for distress, and 1 to 7 for perceived stress from relationship (Study 2 only). Personal distress was low on average but revealed a reasonable range across time: 1.08 to 3.68 at T1, 1.00 to 3.60 at T2, 1.00 to 4.08 at T3, 1.00 to 3.44 at T4, 1.00 to 4.40 at T5, and 1.00 to 3.64 at T6.
to complete an online survey administered via PsychData. com, which included all study measures. Upon completing the survey, Study 1 participants were thanked and debriefed.
Measures
Couple functioning. A measure of couple functioning was based on the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Busby, Christensen, Crane, & Larson, 1995) . Six items measured the extent of agreement on specific issues (e.g., intimate relations), ranging from 1 (always agree) to 6 (always disagree); these were reverse-scored. Four items measured frequency of relationship distress (e.g., considering breaking up), ranging from 1 (all the time) to 6 (never). Items were averaged such that higher numbers indicated higher couple functioning (α = .76).
Partner aggression in current relationship.
A measure of psychological partner aggression was modeled after the Follingstad Psychological Aggression Scale (Follingstad, Coyne, & Gambone, 2005) ; the least severe version of each type of psychological aggression was used. Each item asked about a type of psychological aggression, stating the aggressive act and following with examples (e.g., "Using intimidation. For example, harming my personal things to intimidate me, threatening to harm other people or pets close to me to intimidate me"; "Isolating me by acting rude to others to drive them away or demanding to be present whenever I am with others"). The items used a 7-point scale: 1 (not at all/never), 4 (somewhat/at times), 7 (a lot). Items tapped frequency of verbal denigration, threats and intimidation, and being possessive or controlling, which comprise major components of psychological aggression (Follingstad et al., 2005; Marshall, 1996; Murphy & Hoover, 1999) . Fourteen items tapped psychological victimization (α = .88) and another 14 items tapped psychological perpetration (α = .84). The Study 1 sample was based on participants who reported aggression on these items.
A measure of physical partner aggression was based on the Conflict Tactics Scale-2 (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, & Sugarman, 1996) . Six items measured the occurrence of a partner's physically aggressive acts (e.g., "pushed or shoved you"), using a response scale that measured frequency: 0 (never), 1 (once), 2 (2-3 times), 3 (4-6 times), and 4 (7 or more times); items were summed to indicate physical victimization (α = .79). Another six items measured the occurrence of the participant's own acts (e.g., "pushed or shoved your partner"; same response scale) and were summed to indicate physical perpetration (α = .65).
All aggression variables were based on reported frequencies and were positively skewed. Therefore, all were logtransformed for analyses.
General personal distress. General psychological distress was measured using the Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; Derogatis, 1993) . The scale consists of 25 items in which participants indicate their extent of distress (e.g., "feeling fearful," "feeling hopeless about the future," "spells of terror or panic," "feeling no interest in things"), using a 5-point response scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Items were averaged such that higher numbers indicated higher distress (α = .92).
The end of the survey included a series of questions that assessed basic demographic and relationship characteristics (e.g., duration, exclusivity). Two questions assessed whether the participant's responses were fabricated.
Results and Discussion
Descriptive information is provided in Table 1, and Table 2 presents correlations among predictor variables. Because reports of victimization and perpetration were highly correlated (.60; see Table 2 ), they were examined in separate regression models to identify the unique (partial) effect of each variable, 1 and also in a simultaneous regression model. All analyses controlled for participant sex.
A series of multiple regression analyses were conducted. An initial model examined the association of couple functioning with personal distress, controlling for participant sex. Replicating past research, lower couple functioning was associated with greater personal distress (Table 3, Model 1). Psychological victimization and psychological perpetration each exhibited a significant association with greater personal distress, beyond the effect of couple functioning or physical aggression (Table 3 , Models 2 and 3, respectively). When examining all predictors simultaneously (Model 4), psychological perpetration remained significantly associated with greater personal distress. These findings provide partial support for Hypothesis 1: Being the victim of psychological aggression was significantly associated with more personal distress beyond the association of physical victimization and couple functioning, but became nonsignificant when tested in combination with psychological perpetration.
Study 2
Study 2 was a longitudinal study. The data collected at the first measurement occasion were examined to test whether the Study 1 associations were replicated. Additional measurement occasions were obtained to examine, prospectively, whether new instances of partner aggression predicted an increase in personal distress, when controlling for other possible causes of personal distress. This study also examined the association of psychological partner aggression with perceiving a relationship as stressful.
Method
Design and participants. Participants were university students who received course credit for their participation and were eligible if they were currently in a romantic relationship. They completed six surveys, one every 2 weeks over the course of 10 weeks in a semester. The sample consisted of N = 98 individuals (69% women), who did not fabricate their responses (asked at the end of the study), did not have missing data, and reported an instance of partner aggression over the course of the 10-week study period (measure described below). For participants whose relationship ended by the 10-week period, data were retained for the times that the relationship was intact. Participants were 19 years old on average (SD = 1.22) and primarily White/European (84%; 9% Asian/Asian American, 1% African American, 4% Hispanic/Latino, and 2% Other).
The relationship and aggression characteristics were comparable with Study 1. A majority of participants were in an exclusive relationship (96%) of 17 months in duration on average (SD = 14.05). Participants overwhelmingly were highly committed (64% indicated the highest possible rating of commitment), and 80% of participants had relationships that remained intact over the 10-week study time frame. Most reported having experienced nonphysical partner aggression in their current relationship (72%).
Procedure. Participants attended an on-campus lab session in groups of 30 or less. They were seated at individual computers separated by cubicles, wall dividers, or at least 6 feet apart. An experimenter greeted participants, described the study, worked through consent procedures, and then instructed on how to complete the initial survey, and subsequent online surveys independently from a remote location, all administered via PsychData.com. After Time 1, Study 2 participants were emailed links for each of the subsequent surveys (Time 2 through Time 6 [T2-T6]); the last survey thanked and debriefed participants. Perceiving a relationship as a source of stress. A measure was developed to tap participants' beliefs about the extent to which specific life circumstances or situations affect their level of stress. Prior to completing other measures, participants read, "How much does each of these influence or affect your general level of stress?" followed by a 7-point rating scale: 1 (not at all), 4 (somewhat), 7 (extremely). Ten items were listed, each specifying a different life domain: classes/ coursework, extracurricular activities, social gatherings (parties, festivals, events through fraternities or sororities); other things at Purdue University; other things in the community, current events, nation-or world-wide; relationships with friends; relationship with partner; family matters; and personal issues. Responses to the "relationship with partner" item were analyzed below to indicate perceived stress stemming from one's relationship. This item thus measures participants' perceptions of whether their relationship causes them to feel stress, which may or may not be what actually causes them stress given lapses in self-awareness. The measure was included at Times 1 and 6.
Commitment to remaining in a relationship. This was assessed based on Time 1 responses to the item, "How committed are you to your relationship?" followed by a 7-point rating scale: 1 (not at all), 4 (somewhat), 7 (extremely). This single item has been validated against items tapping commitment in the investment model scale (Arriaga, Reed, Goodfriend, & Agnew, 2006; Rusbult et al., 1998) . Partner aggression. The Time 1 survey included the Study 1 measures of psychological victimization (α = .91), psychological perpetration (α = .84), physical victimization (α = .71), and physical perpetration (α = .86).
Thereafter (T2-T6), new instances of partner aggression in the previous 2 weeks since the last survey were assessed. Four items measured the frequency of major components of psychological aggression and one item measured physical aggression, whereby each item included a generic type of aggression followed by examples: verbal denigration and intimidation (e.g., put downs, insults, being overly sarcastic), being possessive or controlling (e.g., forbidding interactions with others), using threats (e.g., breaking objects to intimidate, threatening physical harm), and using any physical force (e.g., slapping, punching). Participants indicated the frequency of partner acts since the most recent survey ("since the last time that I did the survey, and without my doing this first, my partner .
. . ": 0 [never], 1 [once], 2 [2-3 times], 3 [4-6 times], and 4 [7 or more times]).
The four psychological aggression items were summed to measure new instances of psychological victimization (αs = .68-.79, Μ α = .75), and a single item measured physical victimization. They also indicated the frequency of their own aggressive acts using reworded instructions and items; the four psychological aggression items were summed in the same manner to measure new instances of psychological perpetration (αs = .65-.81, M α = .75), and a single item measured physical perpetration. As in Study 1, all aggression variables were based on reported frequencies and were positively skewed. Therefore, all were log-transformed for analyses. The Study 2 sample was based on participants who reported a new instance of aggression on these T2 to T6 items.
The end of the Time 1 survey included a series of questions that assessed basic demographic and relationship characteristics (e.g., duration, exclusivity). The end of the Time 6 final survey included questions to assess whether responses were fabricated.
Results and Discussion
Descriptive information for each timepoint is provided in Table 1, and Table 2 presents correlations among predictor variables. As was the case in Study 1, victimization and perpetration were highly correlated (.68; see Table 2 ). Therefore, they were examined in separate regression models to identify the unique (partial) effect of each variable, and also in a simultaneous regression model (see Note 1). All analyses controlled for participant sex.
Cross-sectional associations. The same multiple regression analyses were conducted as in Study 1, using Time 1 variables. Lower couple functioning was not associated with greater personal distress, as was the case in Study 1 (Table 3 , Study 2, Model 1). Replicating Study 1, psychological victimization and psychological perpetration each exhibited a significant association with higher personal distress, beyond the effect of couple functioning or physical aggression (Table 3 , Models 2 and 3, respectively). When examining all predictors simultaneously (Model 4), neither psychological victimization nor perpetration was significantly associated with higher personal distress.
The concurrent analyses provided partial support for Hypothesis 1: Being the victim of psychological aggression was significantly associated with more personal distress. The effect was unique beyond the association of physical victimization and couple functioning, but became nonsignificant when tested in combination with psychological perpetration.
Longitudinal associations. The study sample was based on individuals who reported partner aggression during the study period, which allowed for a direct comparison of personal distress levels before versus after a new occurrence of partner aggression. Participants differed in the timepoint at which they reported new instances of partner aggression and, therefore, they differed in the timepoints used to analyze their personal distress. Only five participants reported any new instances of physical aggression during the course of the study. Therefore, the physical aggression variables were omitted from the analysis, although the same pattern of findings emerged when including physical aggression variables (see online Supplemental Table 1) .
Distress immediately following an aggressive incident.
Multiple regression analyses were conducted. The predictors included any new instance of partner aggression at the first time it was reported after Time 1, couple functioning as measured at the same time that a new instance of partner aggression was reported (e.g., T3 if aggression was reported at T3), couple functioning as measured at the prior time so as to control for change in couple functioning (e.g., T2), participants sex, and personal distress at the prior time so as to residualize the effect on later personal distress (e.g., T2 personal distress if aggression was reported at T3). The outcome was personal distress after a new instance of aggression was reported, referred to as post-aggression distress, which was measured by averaging personal distress as reported when aggression was reported and at the subsequent time (e.g., if aggression was reported at T3, post-aggression distress averaged the T3 and T4 distress variables). By averaging distress reported at two timepoints after aggression occurred, postaggression distress provided an indicator of more enduring distress beyond the assessment after new aggression occurred. For example, among participants who reported partner aggression at Time 3 (i.e., their partner engaged in aggressive behavior in the previous 2 weeks since T2), their T3 aggression and T3 couple functioning levels were used to predict the average of T3 and T4 personal distress, controlling for T2 personal distress and T2 couple functioning. For participants who reported aggression at T6, post-aggression distress was based on T6 only. Note. "Pre-aggr" variables were measured at the time before a new instance of aggression was reported. "New psych. victimization/perpetration" refers to new instances of psychological victimization/perpetration reported after Time 1. CI = confidence interval. *p < .05. **p < .01.
In an initial regression model (Table 4 , Model 1), lower couple functioning at the time that new aggression was reported was significantly associated with an increase over time in personal distress, after controlling for participant sex, as well as distress and couple functioning at the prior time. When victimization and perpetration each were added to a model, each exhibited a unique association with increased personal distress (Models 2 and 3, respectively) . When all variables were tested simultaneously, only psychological victimization exhibited a unique association with increasing personal distress (Model 4). Each of these models was repeated controlling for Time 1 levels of aggression; the same findings emerged.
To determine whether the association of new victimization and increased personal distress differed for individuals in relationships that eventually ended versus those that continued, an additional regression model examined the same predictors but also included eventual breakup status and the interaction of breakup status with psychological victimization. Individuals in relationships that eventually ended versus persisted did not differ in their distress following an aggressive incident, t(89) = −0.19, p = .850, nor did their breakup status moderate the psychological victimizationpersonal distress association, t(89) = 0.90, p = .370.
Growth curves of psychological aggression and personal distress. Some participants may have experienced an aggressive incident at multiple times after Time 1. Growth curves (Karney & Bradbury, 1995) provide an alternate way to examine new instances of psychological aggression and personal distress. This analysis models change in variables within each individual, and examines whether individuals' trends over time in psychological aggression (the liner slope for a given person) predict their trends over time in personal distress. The current growth curve analysis used all timepoints measuring new instances of aggression (T2-T6) to examine whether the linear trend over time in new victimization and perpetration predicted the linear trend over time in distress.
2 For each participant, three variables were derived corresponding to the participant's linear trend over time (i.e., slope) in new psychological victimization, new psychological perpetration, and personal distress. In summary, the longitudinal analyses testing Hypothesis 1 provided findings that are consistent with a causal association: A new occurrence of psychological victimization was associated with an immediate decline in personal distress, beyond the effects of physical partner aggression, couple functioning, and perpetration of aggression. Additional analyses examining each person's trend in new aggression incidents over the study period revealed that the trend in new victimization and new perpetration each predicted the trend in personal distress. These associations, however, were not significant when the victimization and perpetration trend variables were tested simultaneously, possibly because these two variables were highly correlated. Additional model tests examined the moderating role of participant sex, which did not modify the pattern of findings described above (see online supplemental material).
Perceived stress from a relationship. Participants became more psychologically distressed following an incident of partner aggression. Did they perceive their relationship as a source of stress? Study 2 included Time 1 measures to examine whether higher levels of psychological victimization were associated with perceiving one's relationship as a source of stress.
3 It was expected that experiencing more psychological aggression would not be associated with perceiving a relationship as a source of stress, particularly among individuals who remain committed to their relationship (Hypothesis 2). People are not always aware of the events that cause their affective reactions (T. D. Wilson & Dunn, 2004) . In addition to such typical introspection deficits, however, highly committed individuals are motivated to maintain their relationship, which may limit their willingness to identify their relationship as a source of distress or harm. Other research has revealed that highly committed people downplay the severity and negative consequences of partner aggression (Arriaga, 2002; Arriaga et al., 2013) .
The concurrent models tested (Table 3 , Study 2: Models 1-4) were repeated using perceived stress from a relationship as the outcome, instead of personal distress. None of the models yielded significant effects for the aggression variables (see online Supplemental Table 2 ). As expected, participants who varied in their level of aggression did not vary in the belief that their relationship may be a source of stress. However, when highly committed and less committed individuals were analyzed separately, the expected nuanced difference emerged: The association of psychological victimization with perceiving a relationship as a source of stress (controlling for Time 1 physical victimization, Time 1 couple functioning, and participant sex) was not significant among highly committed individuals, t(47) = −0.45, β = .08, p = .654, but it was significant among less committed individuals, t(20) = 2.13, β = .49, p = .046. 4 A parallel analysis testing the association of psychological perpetration with perceiving a relationship as a source of stress did not reveal the same pattern: highly committed individuals, t (47 
General Discussion
Experiencing psychological aggression from a partner predicted an increased level of personal distress, controlling for other variables. Couple functioning was negatively associated with distress, but this association became nonsignificant when adding the aggression variables to the statistical models. Although individuals who experienced more psychological aggression reported greater distress, they were not more likely to perceive their relationship as a source of stress if they were highly committed to remaining in their relationship.
The growth curve analyses revealed that the trend over the study period in new instances of aggression (i.e., the slope over time) predicted the trend in personal distress. Within-person slope estimates provided an indicator of a person's mean change over time. They did not, however, provide precise information as to when distress may have shifted most or how distress changed over time following an aggressive incident. Despite this potential limitation, the growth curve analysis provided strong evidence that trends over time in occurrences of partner aggression are strongly yoked to the trend over time in personal distress.
The longitudinal findings that revealed an increase in distress after an aggressive incident differed in meaningful ways from the cross-sectional findings; the differences suggest nuanced conclusions regarding the causal association of aggression and distress. The cross-sectional findings that combined victimization and perpetration variables-which were highly correlated-revealed a unique association of perpetrating psychological aggression with personal distress. That is, when making snapshot comparisons between individuals (i.e., comparing each participant to others in the sample), those who reported perpetrating relatively high levels of psychological aggression also were more likely to report greater personal distress (cf. Seltzer & Kalmuss, 1988) . The cross-sectional findings, however, cannot differentiate whether being aggressive makes people distressed, being distressed makes people more aggressive, or another variable causes greater distress and more aggression. The tendency to act impulsively when in a bad mood, for example, may predict both perpetrating partner aggression and personal distress (cf. negative urgency, Derefinko, DeWall, Metze, Walsh, & Lynam, 2011) .
In contrast, when examining within-person change in personal distress as a function of new instances of psychological aggression (i.e., examining an individual's distress immediately following an aggressive incident vs. before the incident), psychological victimization was a more important unique predictor of distress than was perpetration. Although correlational, this finding is consistent with the idea that victimization causes new distress. That is, personal distress may have stronger origins in psychological victimization than in psychological perpetration.
5 Moreover, as time passes, individuals who become distressed in turn may perpetrate aggression, which would account for the high correlation between victimization and perpetration that commonly occurs in relationally aggressive interactions (cf. Johnson, 2006) .
These findings suggest that the effects of psychological aggression are not reducible to poor couple functioning, which has been associated with personal distress (Beach et al., 1990; Proulx et al., 2007; Whisman & Bruce, 1999) . Intuitively, it makes sense that relationship problems can increase distress even when they do not involve aggression (e.g., being worried about potential infidelity, having conflicts over financial strain). Previous studies that examine personal distress do not differentiate the unique effects of psychological aggression versus low couple functioning. The current findings replicated the association of low couple functioning with personal distress but suggest psychological victimization may be an even stronger predictor of such distress. There is unique damage resulting from being put-down, threatened, overly monitored, or dominated by a partner, which is distinct from experiencing other relational distress. Psychological aggression may fit with a cluster of behaviors that fundamentally contribute feeling intentionally dehumanized or explicitly devalued; in a relational context in which a partner is the source of such hurtful behavior, this can be particularly distressing.
The current findings also suggest that psychological aggression can be harmful in common relationships. Several studies examining highly aggressive relationships in clinical and treatment samples have revealed a link between psychological aggression and distress, a link that occurs beyond the effects of physical aggression on distress (e.g., Follingstad et al., 1990) . Being repeatedly denigrated, threatened, or overly controlled predicts distress beyond the effects of physically aggressive acts. The current findings are noteworthy because they were based on typical dating relationships, arguably even relatively committed dating relationships given the high level of commitment that was reported. Even in such common relationships (e.g., Cercone et al., 2005) , acts of psychological aggression by a partner predicted increased personal distress that could not be attributed to physical aggression. Psychological aggression is particularly damaging (Arias & Pape, 1999) , much as social painful experiences have more enduring effects than physically painful experiences (Chen et al., 2008) . Most people do not perceive psychological aggression to be a serious problem, and certainly not as serious as physical aggression (Capezza & Arriaga, 2008) .
What is striking about the association of experiencing psychological victimization with increased personal distress is that in Study 2, individuals who reported experiencing psychological victimization did not identify their relationship as a cause of distress. When distress related to psychological victimization goes undetected, then the effects of psychological aggression may indeed be invisible. This is particularly the case for individuals who are highly committed to their relationship: They were less likely to identify their aggressive relationship as a source of distress, and yet other research suggests that they are more likely to remain in their relationship (Rusbult et al., 1998) . Partner behaviors that cause invisible harm may be particularly difficult to ameliorate.
This research confirms that the consequences of partner aggression are negative, but also suggests that such negative consequences may go undetected. Interactions with others often affect people in ways that go undetected, but the stakes are particularly high when such interactions involve a relationship partner, with whom one has frequent and meaningful interactions. In many contexts that involve the potential for harmful interactions (e.g., peer relations, workplace settings), victimized individuals may brush off potential harm. In an intimate relationship context, however, partners are expected to protect from harm, not be the source of harm, which highlights the paradox of being hurt by close loved ones (Arriaga & Capezza, 2011) .
This research also contributes more generally to an understanding of aggressive behavior in relationships, which can have several different causes and interpersonal functions (Finkel et al., 2012; Tedeschi, 2001) . Despite the interpersonal aims a perpetrator may have, a perpetrator's acts of being controlling, denigrating, and threatening seem to be particularly damaging to another person, as suggested by the unique effects of psychological victimization by a partner beyond low couple functioning.
Despite its contributions, this research has gaps that could be addressed in the future. One limitation concerns the convenience sampling technique that was used; college students sampled may not have relationships that are representative of "common" dating relationships among adults. Another limitation concerns an inability to infer that psychological victimization causes personal distress, given that neither study used experimental methods. Study 2, however, did demonstrate a change in personal distress that occurred immediately after experiencing partner aggression. Future research could identify risk factors that may predict more pronounced declines in distress following partner aggression, as well as protective factors that mitigate harm.
This research combined longitudinal methods and an analysis of control variables to examine whether psychological victimization predicts increased personal distress. Although repeated and pervasive psychological victimization has been shown to predict distress (Follingstad et al., 1990) , even the typically lower levels of psychological aggression by a partner observed in the current samples were predictive of greater personal distress. The two current studies ruled out other plausible relational causes that might cause personal distress (e.g., poor couple functioning in general, physical aggression by a partner, own aggressive behavior), and the longitudinal study revealed an increase in personal distress that coincided temporally with new instances of partner aggression. This research adds to an understanding of the ways in which intimate relationships can become a source of personal harm, often beyond a person's awareness. Unlike physical aggression, psychological aggression by a partner remains "under the radar" and often ignored (Capezza & Arriaga, 2008) , arguably because it is extremely common, and the negative impact may not be immediately apparent or identified in the same way that physical aggression can leave physical marks. Understanding how, when, and why invisible harm occurs may make it more visible and allow people to address the circumstances that are causing such harm.
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Notes
1. Lynam, Hoyle, and Newman (2006) provide a discussion of difficulties in interpreting residualized scores of an independent variable, such as victimization, that correlates highly with another independent variable, such as perpetration. The interpretation of residualized scores is different from the interpretation intended for raw scores. 2. We had intended to examine each participant's linear trend in personal distress after reporting aggression (e.g., growth curves of personal distress following a new instance of aggression). Almost two thirds of participants, however, did not have enough timepoints to estimate trends after a new instance of aggression because the new instance occurred during the last two measurement occasions: n = 15 at T2 (15%), n = 11 at T3 and n = 11 at T4 (11% each), n = 13 at T5 (13%), and n = 48 at T6 (50%). 3. The items measuring perceived sources of stress were added at Times 1 and 6 after data collection had commenced, which resulted in some missing data. The concurrent analysis was based on the n = 78 participants who provided Time 1 data on this measure.
4. Commitment was highly skewed. The 52 participants (68%) who reported the highest possible level of commitment ("7" on a 1-7 scale; n = 1 had missing data) were labeled "highly committed" relative to "less committed" participants (n = 24). The interaction of commitment and psychological victimization in predicting perceptions of relationship-based stress was not significant, t(76) = −0.71, although this was likely an underpowered analysis given the difference in the number of observations across the two commitment groups. 5. We also examined whether personal distress at an earlier timepoint predicted new occurrences of psychological victimization or psychological perpetration; neither model revealed support for this causal direction.
